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DETAILED ACTION 



Claims 11-13 and 15-23 were rejected in the Office Action entered on 5 February 2009. 
Applicants' response submitted on 4 May 2009 has amended claims 18-19. Claims 11-13 
and 15-23 are pending in this application. 

Claims 11-13 and 15-23 are rejected. 

Response to Arguments - 35 USC §103 

1. In response to the previous rejection of claims 11-13 and 15-23 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

as being unpatentable over Heile in view of Hoskins, Applicants argue primarily that: 

Regarding the independent claims 18, 19, and 23: In the Office Action on page 10, Examiner cites Heile 
col. 8, line 35-50 (FIG. 3) as teaching saving of references on the programming device, wherein the 
references indicate which project design blocks are to be copied from the library to the programming 
device. However the cited lines and FIG. 3 only teach a system 100 with a global database 110 and local 
databases 114, 120, 126 in [connection with] workspaces 102, 104, 106, and 108. 

The Examiner respectfully traverses this argument as follows. 

The sections of Heile cited by the Examiner describe Heile's "programming device" and 

"central library of an engineering system" (shown in FIG. 3). Heile teaches "saving of references 

... wherein the references indicate which project design blocks are to be copied from the library 

to the programming device" ["A work space may contain a wide variety of information and may 

be implemented in many forms. By way of example, in one embodiment, a local work space is a 

given engineer's view of the state of the PLD design project and includes a directory where all 

local source files are stored, and a view of the project database showing the processing 

operation results for those sets of source files. The work space concept is most meaningful for 

multiple engineers working together on a single design. When version control of files is enabled, 
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there is also a global work space that is different from the work space for each user. The global 
work space can, for example, use a central project database directory as the directory that 
contains the last officially checked in version of all source files, and the last officially checked in 
version of processing operations results for those file. " (Heile, column 8, line 62 - column 9, line 
10). That is, a "user work space" as described throughout the Heile references teaches the 
claimed references and saving those references. 

2. Applicants further argue that: 

Also on page 10 Examiner con-elates Heile's assignment records (484, 488, and 490 of FIG 12) with 
Applicant's references (18a-e) on each programming device that indicate which project design blocks are to 
be copied from the library to the programming device. However, this correspondence does not hold... It is 
clear ... that the term "assignment" is used in Heile in the context of a computer programming assignment 
statement such as "A = 100"... 

The Examiner respectfully traverses this argument as follows. 

It was not the Examiner's intention to correlate Heile's assignment records with 

Applicants' claimed references. Instead, the cited portions of Heile describe how "User work 

space 106" is configured to "store local copies of such project design blocks required for 

designing or configuring the ... system". Some of those project design blocks may be Heile's 

assignment records, but it is the "user work space," not the "assignment records," which are 

relied upon to teach the claimed "saved references" and "stored local copies," etc. 

3. Applicants further argue that: 

Regarding the independent claims 18, 19, and 23: In section 4 of the Office Action, Examiner asserts that 
Heile's automatic updating of project design records during development of program logic corresponds to 
Applicant's operational data transfer between part projects. However, Heile's updates occur during project 
development, not during operation of the process control system. Such design updating is not an 
"operational data transfer" as described [in Applicants' specification]. 
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The Examiner respectfully traverses this argument as follows. 

The claims are interpreted in light of the specification, but limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. 

Claim 23 recites in relevant part, "wherein part-projects on at least two different 
programming devices are functionally linked for operational data transfer therebetween." Heile 
discloses this feature as shown in the previous Office Action (Heile, column 17, line 65 - column 
18, line 20). There is no recited claim language to distinguish updating design records during 
development of program logic versus during operation of the process control system. 

Applicants' specification merely describes that "functionally linked" is shown in "FIG. 1 
by means of arrows" and provides an example wherein "the part projects Tp 2 an Tp 4 are 
functionally linked such that batch data of the programmable controllers AG 2, AG 3 are to be 
exported to the operating and observation stations OS 2, OS 3, or such that connection data are to 
be transferred between the programmable controller AG 1 and the operating and observation 
station OS 1". This exemplary description in the specification is insufficient to limit the scope of 
the claim terminology. 

Claims 18 and 19 recite that "wherein the two part-projects are functionally linked for 
operational data transfer therebetween such that, during operation of the process control system 
for controlling a plant, data of a programmable controller designed or configured by a first of the 
part projects is exported to an operating and observation station designed or configured by a 
second of the part projects." This language appears to describe the invention merely in terms of 
an intended use. Further, Hoskins clearly describes this type of "functional link" between 
devices in the claimed intended use ["In this type of system, a programmable controller would 
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receive inputs from all of the various tools at all of the workstations and would provide 
activating output signals to synchronize machine operation. During metal-removing periods 
with the transfer bar out of the way, all of the tools would perform their functions. In between 
metal-removing periods during transfer periods, the tools would be parked, the clamps 
undamped, and the transfer bar would advance workpieces from one station to the next." 
(Hoskins, column 1, lines 55-65)]. That is, Hoskins clearly teaches "a process control system of 
actuators, sensors, programmable controllers, and operating and observation stations" that are 
functionally linked "such that data of a [first] programmable controller ... is exported to an 
operating and observation station [a second programmable controller]". Meanwhile, Heile 
teaches that different part projects are functionally linked for operational data transfer 
therebetween (Heile, column 17, line 65 - column 18, line 20). In combination, the prior art 
teaches the "functionally linked" part-projects according to the claim language. 

Therefore, in forming the combination shown in the previous Office Action, it would 
have been obvious that the two part projects are functionally linked according to the claim 
language, and the intended use described by Hoskins teaches a programmable controller 
functionally linked to an operating and observation station according to the claim language. 
Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicants' invention to combine the prior art in order to arrive at the invention specified in 
claims 18 and 19. 

4. Applicants further argue that: 

Regarding claims 13, 17, and 22: In section 5 of the Office Action, Examiner asserts that Heile's FIGs 8 
and 13 teach the following claim element: "the at least one project design block on each local programming 
device is replaced by the corresponding project design block stored in the library if and only if the user 
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request is accepted by the users of all programming devices." Examiner bases this assertion on a Heile user 
selecting a default state for a file, knowing (theoretically) that in this state updates will automatically occur. 
However, this teaching does not meet the subject claim element, which requires notification of each user 
about an update, and requires acceptance by each user before the update is applied to any local copy of the 
file. In contrast, Heile's method is a blank check to update automatically by default. Applicants' method 
allows and requires all users, not just those with a default state, to approve an update before it is applied to 
any user. Claims 17 and 22 specifically require user input at each programming device to indicate 
acceptance of an update. Such case-by-case approval is not provided by Heile's automatic updates. 

The Examiner respectfully traverses this argument as follows. 

Heile teaches that based upon a user request, a file in a user work space is in either a 
default state or a locked state (Heile, column 14, lines 23-51). Therefore the user accepts or 
refuses that the project design block in user work space is replaced by the corresponding 
(updated) project design block as recited by the claims. There is no "blank check to update 
automatically" in Heile and a user's files are never "updated unexpectedly without consent". 
Heile expressly provides a mechanism by which the user accepts or refuses updates to a 
corresponding design block. 

Further, in the case where Heile's system is used by a single user, then Heile clearly 
describes that the corresponding project design block is updated "if and only if the request 
accepted by all the users of all the programming devices. 

Applicants' arguments have been fully considered but have been found unpersuasive. 
The previous rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Heile in view of Hoskins 
are maintained or applied to the amended claims as appropriate. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

5. Claims 11-13 and 15-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent No. 6,298,319 to Heile et al. (hereafter referred to as Heile) in view of US Patent No. 
6,108,662 to Hoskins et al. (hereafter referred to as Hoskins). 

Regarding claim 23, Heile teaches a method of designing or configuring an electronic 
device for controlling a plant, the method comprising: 

providing an engineering system comprising a central management unit connected to a 
plurality of local programming devices by a bus system (Heile, FIG. 1); 

the central management unit dividing a project for designing or configuring the process 
control system into a plurality of part projects for execution on a respective plurality of the 
programming devices, each part project comprising at least one project design block, and at least 
some of the part projects comprising plural project design blocks [ "To achieve the foregoing, 
and in accordance with the purpose of the present invention, a technique and system are 
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disclosed that allow multiple engineers to collaborate in a work group on an electronic design, 
such as on a ... programming logic device, etc. " (column 3, lines 5-20); "Advantageously, instead 
of a complex PLD design being broken up into multiple, smaller PLDs that are assigned to one 
engineer each, multiple engineers can efficiently work on a very complex design that can be 
implemented on a single, large capacity PLD. Each engineer is allowed to work on a portion of 
the overall design." (column 3, lines 19-37); "A project contains one or more hierarchies of 
design entities and each design hierarchy tree has a root entity, which is the topmost design 
entity in that hierarchy tree (the top-level functional block). Other design entities in the design 
hierarchy tree are called child entities. " (column 5, lines 48-63)]; 

storing the project design blocks in a central library of a memory unit of the central 
management unit, the programming devices configured to store local copies of such project 
design blocks required for designing or configuring the process control system [(FIG. 3); "FIG. 
3 illustrates symbolically one embodiment of a project database 100. Project database 100 is a 
database of source files and processing results utilized by multiple engineers in the context of 
creating a design for a PLD. ... Project database 100 includes a global work space 102 that is 
connected electronically via a network connection, cable, computer hardware or other similar 
connections 103 to a User One workspace 104, a User Two work space 106, and a User Three 
work space 108. " (column 8, lines 35-50); "With multiple engineers, each design project in the 
system includes a global work space and a work space for each user. ... When a user views or 
edits a file, he does so in his own work space. ... The global work space directory, where the 
central database is stored, has the currently checked in version of each file, along with the 
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currently checked in version of the global processing operation results, or basis. " (column 9, 
lines 11-34)]; 

saving a reference on each programming device indicating which project design blocks 
are to be copied from the library to the programming device ["Project database 100 may be 
implemented and stored on a wide variety of computers in a wide variety of manners. By way of 
example, project database 100 may be stored on a single computer system, or preferably project 
database 100 is implemented on a number of computer systems, each being used by a single 
engineer. Project database 100 includes a global work space 102 that is connected 
electronically via a network connection, cable, computer hardware or other similar connections 
103 to a User One work space 104, a User Two work space 106, and a User Three work space 
108. " (column 8, lines 35-50); "User One work space 454 includes downloaded versions of 
project source files 480, processing results 482, a local assignment database 484 and a local 
assignment file 486. Local database 484 is a binary database that may be implemented in the 
same manner as global database 460. Database 484 contains in record form the assignments 
that User One is currently viewing or editing. " (column 17, line 65 - column 18, line 20)]; 

copying the design blocks to be copied from the library to the programming device based 
on the reference, by the engineering system ["User work space 106 includes a downloaded file 
D ' 120 and processing results 122. In this scenario, the user has downloaded file D from the 
global work space and has edited the file in order to produce file D '. " (column 10, lines 43-67); 
etc.]; 

transferring the copied design blocks to the programming device, by the engineering 
system [(FIG. 13); (column 10, lines 43-67); etc.]; and 
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storing the transferred design blocks on the programming device [(FIG. 13); (column 10, 
lines 43-67); etc.]; 

wherein a given design block is part of more than one part project, and a copy of the 
given design block is transferred to more than one of the programming devices for concurrent 
use [(FIG. 10, "A Version 2.0" shown in several User work spaces)]; and 

wherein part-projects on at least two different programming devices are functionally 
linked for operational data transfer therebetween [ "In this example, User One has transferred 
record X 488 to the local work space and has placed record X 488 into a default state so that any 
changes to record X in the global database 460 will automatically be retrieved to update the 
user's local database 484. " (column 17, line 65 - column 18, line 20)]. 

Heile does not expressly disclose Applicants' claimed intended use that the "project" is 
"a process control system of actuators, sensors, programmable controllers, and operating and 
observation stations," and that "project design blocks comprise software objects representing 
operating and observation systems, input and output modules, the actuators, the sensors, and 
software blocks for creating control programs for the programmable controllers." 

Hoskins teaches a system software solution for controlling an enterprise comprising one 
or more components for controlling one or more aspects of an industrial environment with code 
that creates a database of components, each of the components containing control, diagnostic and 
resource information pertaining to enterprise resources utilized in the industrial environment 
(abstract). 

Hoskins teaches that "programmable controllers are well-known systems for operating 
industrial equipment, such as assembly lines and machine tools, in accordance with a stored 
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program. In these controllers, a stored program is executed to examine the condition of specific 
sensing devices on the controlled equipment, and to energize or de-energize selected operating 
devices on that equipment contingent upon the status of one or more of the examined sensing 
devices." (column 1, lines 25-37) 

Hoskins teaches that "In the automotive industry, various automotive parts are conveyed 
along machine lines consisting of many consecutive workstations... The machine line may 
consist of any number of different stations, each station performing a different procedure on the 
unfinished block." (column 1, lines 38-54). 

Hoskins teaches that "In this type of system, a programmable controller would receive 
inputs from all of the various tools at all of the workstation and would provide activating 
output signals to synchronize the machine operation." (column 1, lines 55-64). 

Hoskins teaches actuators and sensors (column 3, lines 1-14). 

To solve problems in the prior art of programming an industrial control system, Hoskins 
teaches that "Manufacturing customers have long desired an integrated environment for 
generating an initial design schematic specifying a functional description of a manufacturing 
environment without the need for specifying product and manufacturing details. The system is 
provided with a designer studio that utilizes a common database of pre-architected modules to 
integrate a total system solution for the enterprise." (column 4, lines 20-29). 

Therefore, Hoskins teaches a process control system of actuators, sensors, programmable 
controllers, and operating and observation stations, and Hoskins teaches that when programming 
the programmable controllers, project design blocks comprise software objects representing 
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operating and observation systems, input and output modules, the actuators, the sensors, and 
software blocks for creating control programs for the programmable controllers. 

Heile and Hoskins are analogous art because both are directed to provided a system for 
programming a programmable controller. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicants' invention to combine the teachings of Heile with Hoskins as expressly motivated by 
Hoskins to provide an easier to use system for programming the controllers (column 4, lines 20- 
49). Hoskins teaches that the inputs and outputs of the programmable controller correspond to 
sensors, actuators, and other tools at the workstations (shown above, column 1, lines 55-64). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of Applicants' invention to combine the teachings of Heile and Hoskins to arrive at the invention 
specified in claim 23. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Heile teaches that at least one of the programming devices has at 
least one of the project design blocks required for designing or configuring the project before the 
copied design blocks are transferred, the method further comprising: 

Comparing a software version of the at least one project design block to a software 
version of a corresponding project design block stored in the library and replacing upon a request 
by a user the at least one project design block with a copy of the corresponding project design 
block stored in the library, if the software version of the at least one project design block is older 
than the software version of the corresponding project design block stored in the library [ "By 
way of example, an EDA tool may have a complete version control system custom built into the 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/564,2 1 0 Page 1 3 

Art Unit: 2123 

central database... Also, an EDA tool may have built in support for several of the major and 
most popular version control systems such as PVCS, RCS and SCCS. " (column 13, lines 4-17); 
"With this linear list, it is possible to bring an old version to the end of the list and to thus, undo 
all the edits between the most recent version and the old version. " (column 13, lines 18-30)]. 

Regarding claim 12, Heile teaches erasing at least one of the references on said one 
programming device, and blocking the replacement of such project design block corresponding 
to the erased reference ["When version control is being used, files from one user's point of view 
may have the following states: default, locked, owned-write and owned-read only, although other 
file states are possible. " (column 14, lines 5-9); "Having a file in this owned-read only state 
prevents any accidental writing to the file, and is useful if a user does not wish a file to be 
automatically updated. " (column 14, line 64, et seq.)]. 

Regarding claim 13, Heile teaches that the user request is displayed on each 
programming device ["Assignment file 462 is an ASCII text file located on disk in one 
embodiment. This file 462 contains a user readable version of the current state of assignments 
of the project, and may show the hierarchical path for each assignment. " (column 17, lines 54- 
64)]; and 

The at least one project design block is replaced by the corresponding project design 
block stored in the library only if the user request is accepted by the users of all programming 
devices [ "File A ' 266 in user work space 254 is in a default state meaning that the file is read- 
only by the user and that any new versions of file A 256 in the global work space are 
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automatically retrieved and transferred to the user work space. " (column 14, lines 23-39); "File 
B ' 268 is in a locked state meaning that the user has transferred the latest version of file B 258 
from the global work space in order to edit it. ...A locked state supports users who wish to 
exclusively edit a file that eventually will be shared with other users. " (column 14, lines 40-5 1)] 

Claim 19 recites a system for performing the method of claim 23. A system is disclosed 
by Heile [FIG. 1]. Therefore, Claim 19 is obvious over Heile in view of Hoskins for rationale 
similar to that shown above regarding claim 23. 

Further, claim 19 recites that "wherein the two part-projects are functionally linked for 
operational data transfer therebetween such that, during operation of the process control system 
for controlling a plant, data of a programmable controller designed or configured by a first of the 
part projects is exported to an operating and observation station designed or configured by a 
second of the part projects." This language appears to describe the invention merely in terms of 
an intended use. Further, Hoskins clearly describes this type of "functional link" between 
devices in the claimed intended use [ "In this type of system, a programmable controller would 
receive inputs from all of the various tools at all of the workstations and would provide 
activating output signals to synchronize machine operation. During metal-removing periods 
with the transfer bar out of the way, all of the tools would perform their functions. In between 
metal-removing periods during transfer periods, the tools would be parked, the clamps 
undamped, and the transfer bar would advance workpieces from one station to the next." 
(Hoskins, column 1, lines 55-65). That is, Hoskins clearly teaches "a process control system of 
actuators, sensors, programmable controllers, and operating and observation stations" that are 
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functionally linked "such that data of a [first] programmable controller ... is exported to an 
operating and observation station [a second programmable controller]". Meanwhile, Heile 
teaches that different part projects are functionally linked for operational data transfer 
therebetween (Heile, column 17, line 65 - column 18, line 20). 

Therefore, in forming the combination shown above, it would have been obvious that the 
two part projects are functionally linked according to the claim language, and the intended use 
described by Hoskins teaches a programmable controller functionally linked to an operating and 
observation station according to the claim language. Therefore it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicants' invention to combine the prior art in 
order to arrive at the invention specified in claim 19. 

Regarding claim 20, Heile teaches that the management unit defines a plurality of parts of 
a project for designing or configuration the process control system, each part comprising a given 
subset of the project design blocks, wherein the project parts are differently assigned to at least 
two of the programming devices [ "Step 504 determines whether file A is currently locked in the 
global work space. If file A is currently locked, this indicates that another user is currently 
modifying file A. " (column 18, lines 35-65). 

Claims 15-17 recite a system for performing the method of claims 11-13. A system is 
disclosed by Heile [FIG. 1]. Claims 15-17 are rendered obvious over Heile in view of Hoskins 
for rationale similar to that shown above regarding claims 11-13. 
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Claim 18 recites a device for performing the method of claim 23. A device is disclosed 
by Heile [FIG. 1]. Claim 18 is rendered obvious over Heile in view of Hoskins for rationale 
similar to that shown above regarding claim 23. 

Further, claim 18 recites that "wherein the two part-projects are functionally linked for 
operational data transfer therebetween such that, during operation of the process control system 
for controlling a plant, data of a programmable controller designed or configured by a first of the 
part projects is exported to an operating and observation station designed or configured by a 
second of the part projects." This language appears to describe the invention merely in terms of 
an intended use. Further, Hoskins clearly describes this type of "functional link" between 
devices in the claimed intended use [ "In this type of system, a programmable controller would 
receive inputs from all of the various tools at all of the workstations and would provide 
activating output signals to synchronize machine operation. During metal-removing periods 
with the transfer bar out of the way, all of the tools would perform their functions. In between 
metal-removing periods during transfer periods, the tools would be parked, the clamps 
undamped, and the transfer bar would advance workpieces from one station to the next." 
(Hoskins, column 1, lines 55-65). That is, Hoskins clearly teaches "a process control system of 
actuators, sensors, programmable controllers, and operating and observation stations" that are 
functionally linked "such that data of a [first] programmable controller ... is exported to an 
operating and observation station [a second programmable controller]". Meanwhile, Heile 
teaches that different part projects are functionally linked for operational data transfer 
therebetween (Heile, column 17, line 65 - column 18, line 20). 
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Therefore, in forming the combination shown in above, it would have been obvious that 
the two part projects are functionally linked according to the claim language, and the intended 
use described by Hoskins teaches a programmable controller functionally linked to an operating 
and observation station according to the claim language. Therefore it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicants' invention to combine the prior art 
in order to arrive at the invention specified in claim 18. 

Regarding claim 21, Heile teaches that the software tool protects certified copies of the 
design blocks in a given programming device from being inadvertently updated by canceling the 
references to the certified copies while maintaining references to any of the project design blocks 
required for expansion of the process control system, wherein current project design blocks are 
only copied from the management unit to the given programming device that are needed for the 
expansion [ "Step 504 determines whether file A is currently locked in the global work space. If 
file A is currently locked, this indicates that another user is currently modifying file A. In this 
situation, the requesting user may not check out file A and in step 506 an error message is 
returned and the procedure is done. " (column 18, lines 35-65)]. 

Regarding claim 22, Heile teaches a software routine on the management unit that 
transmits a user prompt to all of the programming devices when any of the programming devices 
requests an updated one of the project design blocks, wherein the software routine requires 
acceptance of the updated design block by a user of each of the programming devices via user 
input in response to the user prompt, wherein after receiving said acceptance from all of the 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/564,2 1 0 Page 1 8 

Art Unit: 2123 

programming devices the software routine transmits said updated one of the project design 
blocks to all of the programming devices, wherein a given revision level for said one of the 
project design blocks is synchronized on all of the programming devices ["FIG. 14 is a flowchart 
600 illustrating a technique by which a source file may be automatically retrieved from the 
global work space to a user 's local work space. In step 602, a triggering event is received for 
the automatic retrieval of project source file A from the global work space to a user 's local work 
space. A trigger event may take a wide variety of forms. By way of example, a triggering event 
... may occur upon notification from the global work space that file A has changed. Once the 
trigger has been received, then in step 604 it is determined whether the file A is in fact in a 
default state for that user and that a new flag has not been set for file A. If file A is not in a 
default state for a particular user, then that file will not be automatically retrieved. [...] If the 
result is YES from step 604, then in step 606 it is determined whether the file A version in the 
global work space is a newer version than file A version in the user's local work space... If the 
results is YES, then in step 608 file A from the global work space is copied automatically to the 
user's local work space. In this fashion, a local project source file in a default state is 
automatically updated with recent versions of that file from the global work space. " (column 18, 
line 66 - column 19, line 26)]. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason Proctor whose telephone number is (571) 272-3713. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am-4:30 pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Rodriguez can be reached at (571) 272-3753. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist: 571-272-2100. Information regarding the status of 
an application may be obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) 
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system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR 
or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private 
PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Jason Proctor/ 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2123 
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